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ABSTRACT . - .

Student evaluations of teacher effectiveness have
been accepted by instructors as helpful indicators of perforasance,
but their validity and use in tenure and promqtion decisions has been
questioned by faculty. Students and instructors in 207 social science
courses completed evaiuations of instructional effectiveness at the
conclusion ¢f the semester. BRach of the 65 participating faculty - .
members designated the course in which his or her teaching had been
the most and the least effective. The instuctors then evaluats? their
teaching in both courses. Instructor and student evaluations .
contained identical iteas, samples of which are appended. Pac .ty and
studehts agreed upon six factors of teacher <ffectiveness: breadth of
coverage, organization, group interaction, individual interaction,
_instructor enthusiasm and learning/value. Pactor analysis revealed !
that student and faculty agreement on evaluation factors was high.
Student evaluation of the courses designiated most effective by
instructors was.higher cn all scores: The median evaluation was -the
same for both groups. The study indicated that self-evaluation is
beneficial to faculty, and that student evaluation. of teaching
effectiveness is a valid process worthy of faculty confidence.
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’ / Abstract
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[
|
Faculty who taught two courses during the spring 1976 semester evaluated -

the1r own teach1ng in each of the two courses as well as being evaluated by

o

their students. These faculty felt that qua11ty of teaching shou]d be g1ven

more: 1mportfnce and that students' evaluations were useful for the faculty

themselves, but expressed reservat1ons about both the validity of the student

ratings and their.use in tenure/promot1on decisions. In spite of these ‘

-

reservat1o S, there was cons1derab]e student- facu1ty aqreement Separate
factor anquses of the two sets of rat1ngs both supported the six eva1uat1on

factors which had previously been identified, 1nd1cat1ng student-facu]ty

»

agreement on the dimenséons which underlie ratings of effect1ve teaching.

’

Validity coefficients, correlations between student and faculty ratings on

14

the same evaluation factors varied betwéen .33 andv.67 (median r = .49).0

The difference between mean faculty seif-evaluations, averaged across facplty,

and mean students' evaluations were small; the median evaluation was the

seme for both‘groups. Students and faculty agreed upon the teaching behaviors

which were more descriptive and less descriptive of the faculty as a whole

(r = .77). Finally, when faculty indicatedothat their teaching was "most

effective” in one course and "1ess effective" in another, studénts' evaluetion

of the "most effective” courses were higher on all evaluation scores. These
indings offer strong nen support for the validity of students' evaluations,

suggest the possjble usefulpess of faculty se]f—evéﬁuations, and should be

particularly helpful in gvercoming faculty resistance to the use of students’

Ty

evaluations.
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5 Wi The Validity.of Students' Evaluations of w\k ‘
5 ‘Instructional Effectiveness: A Compar1son

.~ of Faculty Self-Evaluations and Evaluat1ons

! ‘ by Their Students

“« :
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Students' eva]uat1ons of 1nstruct1onal effect1venes§¥cont1nue to be

both widely used and controversial. DePreas1ng enrollments and an;@ﬁG::ased
. Y

emphasis on accountability, often externally motivated, have’ brought about a

»

' renewed: interest in evalufting quality of instruction. --Consequently, students'

¢

¢

eva]uations--o?ten the only measure of teaching effectiveness which are -

regu]arjy°available--not'only‘impact on faculty self-esteem and reputation,

°

but may also affect their careers. However, demonstrations of the validity of

the-students' evaluations. are generaliy limited to soecialized;séttings or

employ criteria which can bé'easilx’challengeda’ Faculty, 1ike other h.man °

<3

‘beings, are suspioious of the processes used to,evaluate them. As long as

there remains broad faculty distrust of the validity of students' evaluations,
their usefulness will be severely limited. . The purﬁose of th{s study is to

show that faculty self-evaluations of their.own teaching, in. spite of faculty

'resérvations aboyt the validity of the.student ratings, show good agreement

H
~
t

with students' evaluations of teaching effectiveness.

A

-

The most common.criticism of students’ eva]uat1ons, besides the fee11ng
that they lack validity, is that they are b1ased by variables unrelated to

teach1ng effectiveness. There is cons1derab1e evidence that most background

" variables such as class size, reason for taking the course, workload and

grade po1nt average have 11tt1e relat1onsh1p to students evaluations (Marsh

1978 Marsh Overall & Thomas, 1976 McKeachie, 1973; Remmers, 1963). How-

ever,_thJs apparent lack of bias does notlnecessar11y mean that students'

evaluations are also valid measures of instructional quality. Validating-

students' ratings is difficult because there are no clearly defined criteria

of instructional quality. Indeed, validating the heasurement of any’complex

Faculty Self-Evaluations
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* construct like effective teaching requires the use of many alternative criteria.

<t A B

Va]idity studies have typically used student performance on standardized
= examinations as a criterion. When different instructors teacn differént -

’

csections of the same course, the sections which evaJuate their instructor
~most highly are a]so the sections that perform better on the standardized
examinations g1ven9to all sections (0vera11 & Marsh }éﬁf Centra, 1977
Marsh Fleiner.& Thomas, 19/5, Frey, 1973; Cohen & Berger, 1970 Morsh, “ L '
"Burgess & Sm1th 1955), though Rodin and *Rodin {1972) did report negat?Vo) ’
f1nd1ngs. Overall and Marsh, (1978) also showed the, affective conse/pence& .
of a course (feelings of course mastery éﬁ% d1spos1t1on to pursue the subJect

further) were significantly related to students' evaluations. Marsh (1977),

considering an alternative criterion, asked graduating seniops to nominate

® "most outstand1ng" and "]east outstandlng" faculty in 8 separate survey which

was mailed to them. ,C]assroom evaluations of the "most outstanding": faculty

3

Were'cons1stent}y much more favorable than the evaluations of the "least out-

)

standing" faculty teaching similar classes. This implies that the qualities of

an 1nstructor which cause. hlm o be nom1nated by graduating seniors are a]so

v

:".' .
rQ ?-_43 .

o

reflected in c]assron evaluat1ons ié
0bv1ous cr1ter1aj¥or va]1dat1ng students evaluations are the corres-
’ponding evaluations made ‘by the faculty themselves (se]f—eva]uat1ons) or the
’evaluat1ons made by other faCu]ty (colleague evaluations). Morsh , Burgess
‘ :‘,“ T ~and %mith (1955) collected evafﬁations of instruction in an Air Force Training
o Program from students, colleagues, and supervisors in addition to measuring
b ‘actual student learning on a standard1zed examinat1on A]thougb/there was .
a strong positive re]at1onsh1p between students’ eva]uat1onsfand actual

learning (r = .49), there was no significant relationship between actual

learning and either coLleague or supervisor evaluations. Guthrie (1954), ‘Maslow

o




“which reduced the probable confounding of the two sources of information.
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and Zimmerman (1956) and Biackburn‘and Clark (1975) have all reported g’gh y
to moderate correlations between colleague ratings and student ratings
; , -

(correlations ranging from .43 to .69 on ratings of overall .teacher effec-

¢ R

tiveness) However, none of the studies actually requ1red colleagues to

base their evaluations on visits to the classroom, and it is l1kely that at s
Teast part of the basis of the colleague evaluations was teedbacw from
Sl,:ude.;lts . y ¢ “ \

pentra (1975) compared.colleague and student evaluations in a setting .

: &
Colleague exaluations were based upon actual classroom visitation, and the
study was conducted in & university at wnich t2aching reputations had not
yet been’ establ1shed Each of 54 faculty was evaluated twice by each of
three different colleagues While there was good agreement between the
evaluat1pns of«the same colleague on different visits (r = .78), there was
little aénée?ent between the:evaluations of different/colleagues (f ; ;56). .
The lack of’rel1ab1l1ty in the colleaque ratings,precluded any good correspon-
dence wath student evaluat1ons and the median correlation betWeenli%e two
groups for 16 evaluation items was only .20.

"+ ‘Blackburn and Clark (1975) reportéd a correlation of only .19 between

faculty self-evaluations and student eualuations However, the faculty self-

!n.,-sl

evaluations were only general 1mpress1ons of teaching_ effect1veness which

~ weére not-tied to actual performance in a part1cular course, while the student

evaluations were based upon.actual teaching -Centra, (1972) asked faculty to
select a single course in which to evaluate themselves and to be evaluated

by their students. Faculty selfoezaluat1ons of the1r selected course tended

© ~~ tn be more favorable than the evaluations by_their students and showed only

° ©

we
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A modest correlat1ons with student ratings; the median corre]at1on for the 17

bR

: eva1uat1on items "as r‘= 21 This indicates that facu1cy who saw them- .

selves as most effective were also eya1uated somewhat more favorab1y by their

students. However, jtems which received consistently htgh or low ratings '

by all faculty were also given similar ratings by all students. The correlation

'between facu]ty mean responses to the .evaluation items and student mean responses °

to the same jtems was .77. While faculty and students showed only modest

aéreement on wh1ch facu1ty were most effective teachers, there was good agreement

on the behav1ors at which facu1ty as a whole are, best and worst. o ”l
Previous research has found on]y“modest correspondence between fatu]ty

se1f-eva1nations and student exa1uations. However, faculty evaluating their

own teaching in a genen?1<§ense, or even in" one specific course, are not

forced to differentiate between their own more and less effective teaching.

Students, on the other hand, have a wide besis of comparison against which "

Ed

to evaluate the performance of any given instructor. In the present study, ¢ ‘é
. o .
faculty who had just completed teaching'twq different courses were asked to -

indicate in which course their teaching was more effective and in which less

"and to eva1uate their teaching in both courses. This procedure assu;ed thdt A

facu1ty self evaluations were based upon teaching in a specific course and

- forced faculty to differentiate between their own more and less effective

. N 4
teaching. .

\

<}
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Students' Evaluatiuns and Survey Instrument

'

During the Spring 1976 seyesggr at the University of Southern California,
students' evaluations were collected ip a total df 207 underjraduate courses
which were taught by faculty in the Division. of Social Scéences..°Gradhate
ievel courses and courses taught by Teaching Assistants were‘not-iné1uded in
these ana]yse;. Student éva]uation instruments were sent to faculty in ¢harge
of all courses several weeks beforé the end of thebsemester and_were actda]]y
‘used in virtually all of these courses. The evaluation forms were édministefed
during a class period prior to the final examination, collected by a student
in the class, and iﬁmediate]y taken to the department office. An average of
78% of the students enrolled in these courses,combléted the survey forms.

The evaluation instrument consisted of 24 evaluation items adapted from
Hildebrand, Wilson and Dienst (1571) and several addit#%%a] background/d=mo- ‘
graphic variables. The reliability of individual evaluation items (Marsh, 1976b),
" based upon sets of responses from 20 students in each class, varied between .73
and .90 (median .84). Coefficient alphas, determined for bofﬁAstudeﬁts'nevéiGBP )
tions and faculty se]f—eva]uafions as part of this study, were computed according
to Method 2 of the Statistical Package for Social Sciences (Nie et al., 1977).

Both the students' evaluations and the faculty sg]f—evaluations were
sgmmarized by eight evaluation scores, factor scores representing the six
evaluation factors énd overall ratings of the teScher and the course. Evalua- :
tion factor scores were weighted averages of standardized items. The.weights,
factor scorgpcoefficie;ts, wenre derivéﬂ from a factor analysis ( Nie et al., 1975)

. done across all courses which were evaluated during a two semester period of

time (Marsh, 1976a). The evaluation scores are characterized as follows:

A
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a : . . “‘ °
_BREADTH OF COVERAGE--Presents a broad background encompassing alternative
' approaches to the subJect and emphasizing analytic ability and concept-

ual understanding.

s . a

ORGANIZATION--1s well organized and prepared, giving exp]anat%ons and
answers which are «clear.

GROUP INTERACTION--Encourages.class discussions and invites students to
share their own ideas -or be critical of those presented by the instructor.

INDIVIDUAL INTERACTION--Is friendly and interested in students and is//
access1b1e to them,

INSTRUCTOR ENTHUSIASM--Displays enthusiasm, energy,humor and ability to L
hold student interest. . :

LEARNING/VALUE--The extent ‘to which students experienced a valuable learn- °
,ing experience which was intellectually demanding.

0%ERALL INSTRUCTOR-lA single item asking' "How does this instructor compare o
with other instructors you have had at this school?" "

OVERALL COURSE--A single item asking "How does this course compare w1th
other .courses you have had at this school?" ‘

3

Faculty Self-Evaluations and Survey Instrument ) ‘

During the:1976 Spring'Semester‘ ‘different instructors in the
———— —— Division of Soc1§1 Sciences taught at least @wg courses in wh1ch they were
also evaluated by their students. Faculty Se}f-e&a]uat1on survey was 7 &
seh% to these teachers at the ehd of the term, but before summaries of the
students' evaluations had beejl returned. Faculty were assured that their
responses would remain confidential. Instructors indicated in which course
their teaching was "most ezfective" and jn which "less effective" and rated
the difference in effectiveness. Facu]ty then eVa]uated both courses with
s a set of items which were identical to those used by students except that

™ T N a5 vof"*%-
they were worded in the: first person. Faculty were asked to rate their own }

teaching effectiveness and not to report how students would rate .them. The
survey szm also conta1ned add1t1ona1 jtems related to the1r attitudes towards

students' evaluations and se1ected background/demographle variables.

3

¢ - 9
S
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A total of 51 (78%) surveys, including evaluations of 83 different
undergraduate courses, were returned in response to the or1glna1 survey
and twq%agg1t1onal malllngs to non-respondents. Thirty- two of the respon-
dents eva]uated two undergraduate courses which they de51gnated to be "most
effective" or "less effective". The rema1n1ng 19 respondents either

evaluated one undergraduate course-and one graduate level course or evalu-
] * -

. a ‘

ated only one undergraduate level course. N

.

RESULTS

L}
°

ractor Ana]xs1s

Factor analysis is used to descrlbe the under1y1ng d1mens1ons which are
actually being measured by a set of questions. The technique 1dent1f1es
clusters of items whieh are high!y related to each other and less related to
other clusters of jtems.” The simple structure criterior for factor analysis
attempts to determing dimensions so that any given item loads high on one
dimension and low on <11 others. Then, the underlying dimension is "named"
by cnaracterizing the items which load highest on it. Typical uses of factor
analysis are exploration of the pattern of re]atidnships whith exist between ~
different variables, confirmation of hypothesized,reﬂgtionships which exist
between different variables, and the construction o;'stales which have
greater reliauiljty-and generality than the individual items. In this study
the factor pattern under]yi&students' evaluations had already bzen deter-

mined (Marsh, 1976a), and a set of 24 evaluation items designed to measure

six evalua 'én factors had been developed. However, faculty.self-eva]uations

had not;been previously factor analyzed. The purpose of this analysis was to
ine if the factors underlying the students' evaluations were replicable
and if they were similar to those underlying faculty se]?leva!uatibns of their

’ -
own teaching.

10

Saees
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The set of 24 evaluation items-and the factors which they were deSigned
" to define are presented in Table One.- The factor loadings of the students' < Ry
"evaiuations and the faculty ‘self-evaluations both offered support for: these Six 7

' evaiuation factors, tems 1oaded higher on the factors they were designed to . -
measure than on other factorg There was only disagreement on two items,

student responses to the jtent “answers questions carefully" put the f.A ‘ é
item in -the’ QRGANIZAIION factor, while the faculty responses placed it in ; ' :
the LEARNING/VALUE factor student responses to the item “discusses
recent deVeiophents“ placed the item in’ the BREADTH factor, while facuity

responses p1aced it in the. ORGANIZATION factor. R

—
=
w
m
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x>
[od
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m
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=
m
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x
m
b
m
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“

_ In summary, factor analyses of both the students® evaluations and

Vel -

.the faculty self-evaluations supported the existence of the same six evalua- - -

tion factors the items were deSigned to measure The similarity in the

-~ '

factor patterns imgties that the two groups agree upon the dimensions which
underlie evaluations of effective teaching This analysis does not show that

the ‘actual ratings which-students give a teacher will agree with those which

the teacher gives himself. In the next section the studentqevaiuation factors, )

A}

scores representing the six factors based upon the student ratings, are .
correlated with the corresponding faculty self-evaluation factors. ] . ’/j
A . M
\\ -
) 5, . L]
- . .- \
, - -4 ,




s+ by more than .one method.

Faculty Self-Evaluations

Convergent-Divergent Validity

. Campbell and F1ske (1959) advocate the assessment of va11d1ty by
determining measures of more than one trait, each of wh1ch is assessed
In the present application, the mu1t1p1e traits

are the six evaluation factors wh1]e the mu1t1p1e methods re‘er to the two

e e = oy A9

v “

e

" drstinct gfoups of raters--the students and the faculty. Convergent

Q validity; that which is most typically determided, is the correlat%on
between-the same evaluation factor rated by the two different groups.

/‘
D1scrim1nant va11d1ty refers to the distinctiveness of each of the evalua-

t16n factor? -~ | o

‘--

Convergeht and divergent validity were determined by’ examining the
set?ot.corheiation matrices 1in Table TWo. The two triaMlar matrices
cbntain_the'dqrrelations between different 'evaluation factors as assessed
b?:the §ame grodh of raters; intercorrelations between student evaluation
factbhs (Upper Meft) and faculty '-evaluation'factors (Tower right).

The diagonals of these triangular matr1§e§\ contain the reliabilities of

. the factors for each group of raters= The square matrix (lower” left) con-

tains the correlat1ons between §tudent evaluat1on factors and fac ty

self-evaluation factore._ The diagonal of the square matrix, the convergent
: va]fdity coefficiehts, are the %brre1ations between the same evaluation

factors assessed by the two groups of raters.  Since there wascsubstah%WET

-’

'uareliabifity'in many of the faculty self-evaluation factors, the convergent .

validity coefficients have been corrected for unreliability (Hunnally, 1967).
Convergént validity requires that the diagonal values of the square
matrix be substantially higher than zero. Inspection of Table Two shows that

this was the case for ali evaluation factors; there was.substantial? 3Ireement

3 & T 12
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" met_for both student and faculty ratihgs. A second condition is that each

AN

. This suggests that there may be some "halo effect" in the studénts' evaluations _

’ '.' r '-«-

o o e — ———n - -
- - s
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between students and faculty These validity coefficients, corrected for

un§ jability, varied between .33 and .67 (median r = .49). These findings
offg}ed good support for convergent validity of students'’ eva]uat.ons

o 7z

, INSERT .TABLE TWO ABOUT HERE - ”

) ~Diyergént validity was much harder to assess, and Campbell and Ejske

(1959) offered only general guidelines. ihe minimal ceadition is that ail
correlagions between different factors rated by the same group (off-diagonal
_correlations in the triangular matrices) must be substantially lower than

the reliabilities of these factors.  For examp]e; even though the corre]ation.
between student ratings of ENTHUSIASM and GROUP INTERACTION was .54, this .
corre]ation was still muqh Tower then either of the reliabilities of these

two_ factons €.92 and .93 respectively) This first condition was clearly
convergent validity coefficient must be higher than any other correlation in Ca
the same row or column of .the square matrix. This condition was also met |

in all cases. " A third condition is that a"Similar pattern of correlations

~ exist in each of the triangular matrices and the square matrix. This was

»generaliy the case, particuiarly if only the correlations which were statis-
tica]ly significant are considered. A final condition, the most’ stringent,
suggests that each convergent validity coefficient should be higher than
mcorre]ations between that factor and any other factor assessed by the same &

group of raters. This condition implictly assumes that the evaluation -

factors are‘tru]y uncorrelated, clearly not the case for teach1ng evaluation

ﬁactors, and so i nly somewhat relevant. This condition was met for the,,

’ facu]ty se]f-evaluations, but was only partially met by the students evaluations. '

e
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,evaluation items. v . ©

evaluations (See Table Three). For the 24 evaluation items, the median

Faculty Sle—Eva]uatigns 11

In summary, there was very good support for the converdent validity

of the teacher evafuations, and reasonably good support for their divergent

_validity. <Student-faculty agreement on the same evaluation factors was

quite high; va11d1ty coefficients corrected for unre]1ab1]1ty varied between
.33 and .67 (med1an r = .49).. Furthermore, the agreement wasospec1f1c to
student and faculty ratings on the same evaluation factor. For example,’
students' evaluations of ORGANIZATION corre]ated Righly with faculty self-
evaluat1ons of ORGANIZATION, but did not corre]ate substant1a]]y with

any other’ factors. Re11ab1]1t1es of the student eva]uat1oﬁTfactors were
high (median r = .90), but were lower for faculty self-evaluation factors

(median r = .70). Correlations between different student evaluation factors

. were somewhat higher than is desirable (median r = .39), perhaps indicating.

some halo effect, but were‘substantially less than the reliabitities of the

*

factors.
Student Facul® thgreement--Abso]ute and Relative .
Results in the last section 1nd1cated that the correlations between ’ T “

student evaluation factors and facu]ty self-evaluation factors were quite,

high. However, this does not imply there was absolute agreement since
correldtions tan only assess relative agreement For example, if.each
instructor always rated himself exactly one category higher than did his
Students, there would be perfect relative agreement (a correlation of 1.0)
even though_ there would not be absolute agreement.  The purpose of analysis
in this(section is to test.both“relative and absolute agreement of individual

L3

Mean faculty seigkeva]uations were very similar to the mean of students'

T : . A | |
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rating was exactly the same for both® groups; 4.07 on the five-point response
scale. Di?ferences'between faculty and student ratings only reached statis-

. tical significance on five jtems; students' evaluations were higher on two

]

oy . and Tower on three.
7 The mean faculty self-evaluation on each of the 24 evaluation items,
. ' averaged across all faculty responses, correlated quite, highly (r = .77)

>

with the mean student ratingsz This implies that students and facufty agree
upon what the faculty as a whole eoes best and worst. For example, both
fecuity and‘students rate faculty as most effe?tive at neing’enthusiastic,
being friendiy to students,'enjoying teaching, being well prepared, and o
having an interest in students but perceive facu1ty to be least effective
at giving lectures which-are easy to outline, know1ng when students are

bored and confused, and enhanc1ng presentat1ons W1th the effect1ve use of humor.

*l aprrelat1ons between facu]ty se]‘-eva]uat1ons ahd rat1ngs by their
students are presented in Table Three. These correlations are similar in
° - meaning to those presented in Table Two, but show agreement -on individual
jtems rather than factors. Corre1at1ons were s1gn1f1cant]y p051t1ve on 23
ef 24 evaluation items, the median correletion being r = .?0. It is_1nter-
esting to note that this is lower than the median correlation for factor
scores, even before they were corrected for unreliabi]it& (medien uncorrected
= .39). Tne higher cd;respendence between the evaluation factors was
primarily dne to the greater reliability of tne ﬁactGrs, compared 1o the
—_— reliability of individual items.
| in summary, these findings 1nd1cate that there was good agreement--both

absolute and relat1ve agreement--between students evaluations and the

corresponding evaluations by the1r teachers. Differences between mean student ‘

~

o
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ratings and mean faculty self-evaluations were small, correlations between

ratings by the two groups were statistically s;gnificant on 23 -of 24 items,

and there was"good agreement between the two groups about what teaching

behaviors were more descriptive and less descriptive of the facuity as a - oo
whole. ‘ |

4

Differentiation Between "Most" and "Less" Effective {ourses

Faculty in this study, unlike otbers which were discusged, selected
one .course in which their teaching was "most effegtive" and anéther course
in which their teaching was "less effectivéﬂ; Many potential problems
inherent in‘the use of category ratings were avoided Qith this procedure. -

2Whi]e éategory ratings are also the basis of students' evaluations, each
student is exposed to a variefy of different teachers:and the evaluatién‘
of each teacher is based upon the responses of many different students, On
the other hand, faculty self:gvg]uations are based upon the response of a

siné]e individual who may not have taken an undergraduate course for a decade

or more. The self-rating of "4" by one instructor may or may not be differ-

g -~

ent in meaﬁing from the "3" by another instructor. However, if the same ﬁnstrucfor
" gives himself a "4".in one class and a "3" in enother, it is clear that he
feels that there is a difference between the two ciusses. This methodology
also forces faculty to’evalﬁate critically the differenceiin their féaching ,
effectiveness in the two courses. < | /////
This procedure does present a much more demanding éést of ghe students' '
evaluations. While the difference Setween a very good teacher.and very poor ,
one may be readily apparent,‘the diffefence in teaching effectfveness of the
. same instructor in two different classes is much moge subtle; Furthermore,
virtually all of the faculiy tayght only two courses during the semester, so

there was a limited range from which to select a "most effective" and "less

E??éEf%ve" course. In fact, a number of faculty (22% ) indicated there was

]

s
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11xtle or no difference in the1r effectiveness in thé.two courses even
g
though they did indicate one-as-"most effective."

Students' evaluations significantly differentiated betweéh‘the "most
effect1ve" and "less effective" courses (See Table Four). Differences on
each of the eight eé%]uat1on scores separately and the mu1t1var1ate d1ffer-
ence based upon the entire set of evaluat1on scores were al] stat1st1cai]y
sign1ficant. The largest differences were for the Overall Instructor rat1ng
and the’Instructor Enthusiasm factor. Faculty se1f~eva1uatiors also -
d1fferent1ated between the two groups of courses but d1fferences were not '
' _stat1st1ca11y s1gn1f1cant for all of the eva]uat1on scores. The”“most effec- ‘
tive" and "less effective" courses were also compared to 10 background/demographic
)var1ab1es_wh1ch describe the instructor, the student, and_the course. 1
Differences between the twe groups of courses fa%fed to reach statistical

significance on nine of the ten variables (See Table Five), as well as the

multivariate difference based upon all ten variabies.

In summary, faculty who had taught two courses during the seme semester
were asked to indicate the eourse in which their teaching,had been "most
effective™ and "“less effective". Students' evaldetfons of the "most effective"
courses were significantly higher tor all evaluation scores, even though the
two groups of courses, werre similar on 10 backgrohnd/demographic variables.
Inspection of Table Four indicated that the students' evaluations actually
show better diffegent}?tjon than did faculty seif-evaluatiohs of thejr own

teaching. J
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i

DISCUSSION _

Faculty who taught “two undergraduate'gourseﬁ during the same semester
> .
evaluated their own teaching in each course as well as being evaluated by
their students. Both faculty and students used essentially the same evaTua-

tign forms. In spite of Faculty skepficTsm concerning the validity of ° : ~

'students' evaluation, there was very good student/facu]ty agreement.

_ Separate factor ana1yses of the two sets of rat1ngs 1nd1cated student-facu]ty

°agreement on, the eva]uat1on d1mens1ons wﬁach under]1e tRe rat1ngs of teach1ng

’effect1veness. Va11d1ty coeff:c1ents, correlat1ons betwe n student ratwngs

and faculty ratings on the same evaluation factors were all h1gh]yLs1gn1f1caht

i49). The reliabilities of the students' eva]uat1ons ware high

(med1an r

(median r.= .90) though faculty se]f—eva]uat1ons were gghewhat less: re11ab1e ‘

(median r- ,.70). Mean facu]ty self-evaluations, averaged acrgss all facu]ty
responses, were generally similar to the mean students’ eva]uat1ons, the med1an ‘.
rat1ng for ‘the 24 eva]uat1on items was 4.07 for both groups. Furthermore, ¢
there was facu]ty-student agreement upon which teaching behaviors were moré’o_ |
Qeécriptive'and less descriptive of the faculty as a whole (r =’C77). Finally,
wheq faculty indicated that their teaching was relatively more effecttve in . ,
one of the two courses in which they evaluated themselves, students'’ evaluations
of the "most effective" coursesiwere sighificantly'higher for each of;the
evaluation factors and both;the overall summary ratings. In fact, students’
evaluations better differentiated betheeq;cqurses in which faculty ihdicated
that their teaching: was "most effective” and "less éffective" than:didgtheJ

faculty self-evaluations of their own teaching. h ‘

| ’ ¢

S
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difrerence in methodo]ogy Furthermore,
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‘ . -

Previous research (Centra, 1972; Blackburn & Clark, 1975) reported lower

validity coefficients than were found in this study and also reported that

faculty self-evaluations were consistently higher than were students’

. . 7
evaluations. The d1fferences in their findings may well be due to the 1ower

‘ reliability of the measurement 1nstruments which they used and the d1fferent

methodolog1es which they employed. 8lackburn and Clank (1975), reporting .

the lowest«level of aoreement, had each teacher rdte hfmse]f on a sing]e

global item of "overa]] teach1ng effeot1Veness" which was not actually. tied ’

to performance in a part1ou]ar course. . Reliability data was not presented R
for either the students’ eVa]uations, also assessed with a single item, or

the, faculty‘se]f—eva]uat1ons Céntra (1972) asked: faculty to select one ‘
course 1n which they woqu evaluate themselves and be evaluated by their students
at the middie of the.semester. The effect of the t1m1ng of the evaluations,

com1ng at the middle of the semester, 1s%not known, but this is an obv1ous
many faculty in the study tauqht

more than one course and probably selected the course in which they felt their + °
teach1ng was most effective. If thfs selection bias did exist, it would pro-
duce more favorable facu]ty self—eva]uat1ons, 1t would limit the range of

teaching effectiveness. which was actually observed (Towering the correlations

. between the two sets of evaluations), and it would not force faculty to

differentiate between their own more effective and less effective teaching.
A]though Centra did include items which apparently tapped d1;ferent evaluation
factors, validity coefficients were based upon individual evaluat1on 1tems
rather than evaluation factors. Reliabilities of Centra's.items (Centra, 1973)
were somewhat lower than reliabilities of individual items in the present

study and‘ were markedly lower than the reliabilities of the evaluation
. /

. faEths. Centra presented no data on the reliabilities of the faculty’

-

. s@lf-evaluations.

| 19
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- ’ Faculty in this study, as is generally the case, were somewhat skeptical \
" s aboy§ the va]id1ty of students' evaluations and their use. Facuwlty did indicate
* . . . . o -
\- , that some measure of teaching effectiveness should be given more weight in tenure/

Lo promotion decizions and did indicate that the studeﬁxs‘ evaluations were useful

. to the faculty themselves((?g% agreed with the statement that "students' evalu-

o ’t!

g sations can provide 1ns*ructdr§ with infermation which is usefu1 for the improvement
\K\ = of the course and/or qaa11ty of teach1ng", while.only 2% d. greed . )_,H6Ge¥er:)FacuIty
BN were skeptical about the validity of studenbs evaluations. (Only 28% agreed with

the statemght that "students' evaluations represent accurate assessments of instruc-
_tjonal quality”.) Similar reservations were expressed about the use of students’
4 evaluation in tenure/promotion decisions. Furthermore, faculty were equally sgepticaf

about other possible measures of teaching effectiveness which were suggested and
~— . N - . ) " .
did not provide any alternative measures which met with their approval. A d11emma

clearly exists. Facu]ty are concerned about teaching effect1veness even to the °

T S

extent of wanting it to play a major role in adm1nlstrat1v agecisions, but have no
- 3 r"\'( ,.
. L .
confidence in any measures of teaching effectiveness--including students’ evaluations.

‘ Before the potential usefylness of students' eva]uationgrceﬁ be\achieved, feculty

and administrators (who are generally faculty, former faculty, or least "faculty- j

[

Jdike" people) have to be willing to'trust %tudents' evaluations. .

<

An important ro]eof research in students' evaluations, besides demonstrating
the1r reliability, validity and lack of bias, is to convince faculty and adm1n-

“ jstrators, of their worth. No matter how good a measure actually is, it is of little -
-ya]ue unless it is used. Previous research has clearly demonstrated the validity of ] -
studenes' eva]ua£i0n§ against a multitude of qritéria;“yet faculty are still skepticel.
Any particular va]idéty criterion is generally ejther qujte specific to a particu]ar

course (e. g standard1zed performance in multi-seéction course of calculus or computer

programm1ng)or can be attacked as being inappropriate’(e.g., a]umn1 ratings). In the

present study, the criterion used was faculty self-evaluations of their own teach1ng

o . PO

-4
o
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In spite of the faculty reservations about Ehe accuracy of the students'’

N\ -
evaluations, the results showed good student-faculty agreement. wot only

" does this‘§tudy provide important néw evidence for the validity of studeits'

evaluations, but the:findings should be ingtrumental in overcoming faculty

reservations about the students’ evaluations.
Faculty self-evaluatians in this study have been used primarily as a
criterion for validating studenfq' evaluations.: However, the Tindings do

suggest that under some circumstances the faculty self-evaluations can

be useful as well. Eacto# analysis of the faculty se]f—eva]uatiqns'gavé

evidence of a well defined factor structure. The faculty self-evaluations gave °

showed good agreement with students%.evaluationﬁ. Even the mdﬂeratg lack

of reliability of: the faculty se]f-eya]uations might bé overcome if data
were QVEraged across several qifferent courses. While it is probably unrea-
listic to expect faculty Eo be objective if their sel;-eva]uations were to
be used for tenure/promotional deeisions, their ratings may prove quite '
va]uab]ento the improvement of teaching. The thought processes necessgry

to- complete the self-evaluations requirelthat faculty carefully SCFUt}nize.'
their teaphing. Furthermore, Centra (1972) reported that faculty-who -
found that their students evaluated them much lower than they had evaluated
themselves were more likely to benefit from the»fgpdback provided by students'

evaluations.

B
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. TABLE OdE . .
Factor Analyses of Students' Evaluations and Faculty Self-Evaluations ’ K,
(N=83 Courses) .
»
’ I 11 I11 1V v Vi -
I. BREADTH OF COVERAGE . R YR ‘
Discusses other points of view 71 (59) 10 {13). 27 (193 13 (_11; 0 (-21) -09 (-0
Contrasts implications 86 - (86) 14 (06) =02 . (-15 -07 (-09 0 (23) 06 b7
_, Discusses recent developments 44 23)| -23  (a4). 10 (12} .10 (16) 20 (-18) 24 (24
“ 7 Presents origins of 1deas/concepts 51 62) 10 {-08) 13 (-05) 22 (32) 07 (17) " 26 (18
ORGANIZATION . ‘ _
Explains clearly - 06 (-10) |73 (77) | 02- (-12) o1 (-09)« 33 (15) 09 (12)
Is well prepared 25 (17) [30 (51) | -17 (-01) 09 (16) -17 (23) 18 (11)
Lectures easily outlined . =03 (21) 70 733 14 (-12) 10 (-04) 14 (-03) 08 204){
Answers qu  stions carefully 17 (11) 60 04 30 (18) 15 (-09) 08 (-16) 03 (75)i
I11. GROUP INTERACTIONS ’ ‘

" Encourages class discussions 02 (03) 03 -23) 88 (85) | -03 (09) 02 (11) 12 (:_02
Invites sharing of, knowledge/ideas 07 (06) -07 (-04) 86 g4) | 15 (-02) 09 -06) -02 (01
Invites cr1t1c1sm'gj>own ideas 22 (51) 09 (02) 65 51) 29 (06; 06 -14) 01 (-00)
Knows when students confused/Lored -02  (-03) //22 (12) 40 {48} 15 (-18 32 (22) 21 (21) .

IV. INDIVIDUAL RAPPORT / ‘ ‘ 5 .
Has interest in students =02 (00) 12 (30) 28 (06) |69 (44) | 20 (12) =01 (11).
Is friendly to students 08 (-18) 05 (24) 25 (35) |78 235) 23 (06) -20 (-02)
- Is ‘accessible out of class 18 (02) -03 (-07) *-04 (00) 67 a) | 21 (c06) 227 (18)
» V. INSTRUCTOR. ENTHUSIASM . : »
Is dynamic and energetic 14 (-04) 18 (08) -02 {02) 23 (10) |48 (80)| 30 (07)
Has interesting presentat1on style 05 (02) 25 (28) 08 (11). -03 (-12), |63 (57) | 27 (24)
Is enthUS'laSt'IC about SUJJect 10 (04) 42‘( (—35) -17 04) 36 (40) 30 (65) 08 (_'14;
Inhances presentation with humor * 16 (07) 24 (17)° -05 25) 24 (51) 38 (49) | 30 (-02
OVERALL COURSE RATING .~ 16 (-04) -07. (32) 12 (29) 06 (-38) |74 229) -05 (16)
' ’ 11 (12) 27 (02) 15 (05) 23 (-23) |38 (64)] 30 (19)
VI. LEARNING ) ‘ - —
,Course inteilectually demanding ‘ 11 (-04) 3 (-12) 00 (-18) 12 (23) -09 (18) {72 (61)
“You learned something valuable 06 (02) 06 (18) 13 (-15) -04 (27) 20 (00) {68 (54)
OVERALL COURSE RATING 12 (22) 39 (02) 19 (05) -07 (-16) 22  (44) |61 (44)

1-Factor loadings in bold boxes are loadings, for items designed to measure each Factor Results of factor analysis '
Faculty self-evaluations are presented in parenth1ses

2-Factor Analyses of both sets of data cons1sted of a principle components analysis, kaiser normalizat1on, and rot-ticn

}o a cirect oblimin criterion for wiich the delta parameter was set at--2.0. Analysis was performed with the commerically
va1]ab]e statistical Package for Social Scientists {(Nie. et. al, 1975). .

-

,m"fte11ab111ties and intgr correlations between the different factor% are prgsentgd in the next section. . 23{5‘
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Y TABLE TH0 SRR ,,
"o B SR L " ) . 3 - ’ - ! .~ N
S L;; C N “ "CONVERGENT AND DISCRIMINANT VALIDITY L ) Tos
e 50 s (N-83 courses evaluated by both students and facu]ty) ‘ o ~ ‘
g R Student's Evaluations . <« Faculty Self-Evaluations
,STUDENIS—- E\'ALUATIONS a o ~(1) (2) (3) (4) ,(5) (6) - g (7)) (8) (9). {lO) (11) (12)
M) ENTHOSIASH, - (92) ' | a
t -‘;}.;(2) GRoJP ,INT.ERACTION 54 (93) |
2 (3) LEARN;NG , 2% 04 (87) . | P
| (45_ 'INDIVIDUAL RAPPORT . 39 46~ 05  (86) o ) ¢
(S)g BREADTH oF COVERAGE 46 35 45 44 (86} |
e - ¢ . o . g . | - ¢
(6) \ORG/ANIZATION S+ 61 28 35 39 47 (93) o :
5 o . . ) N ) ’
- 7---'-_s---, i N i T T B T I - ma wm e e - e -:- ————————
£ \c{y[w SELF- EVALUATIONS : ’ P -
.’ . N R . - . . I -
(7) ENTHUSIASM ’ 37(:42)j16 . 15 02 12 17 | (85)
(8) -GROUP INTERACTION 00 J47(.55)] -17 -.01_ 00 -12 | 22 (79)'
5(5) LEARNING' CLow o7 -18[EE0] o4 16 05 |21t -17 (67)
‘ L .; . . !
" (10) INDIVIDUAL}RAPPORT 5 06 09 29 Bz2(ia8)] 07 = 10 . , 09 04 21 (51).
-+ (1) BREADTH QF COVERAGE . 29307~ ]“6 0. -03 MOS | 09 18 29~ 04 [(72) s,
L12) ORGANIZATION ;. 28 —-13 : gs« \,\07 2 5( )] . L-19 1 24 21 (72) -
n . 13 P g ) .
A - . - K LT, .
1-Values in d1agona'{s of upper. left and lox'er r1g?1t matr1c1es, the~ two triangular matricies, a're reliability estimates
(coeff1c1ent a]pl/'las) (See Nie; et. al. 1977) foTe e , B "
2 Values in d1agona1s of Jower left matrix, th:g square matr1x are va 'd1 ty coeff1c1ents) The va]ues in parentheses haye
corrected for, unreliadbility according to the eq d}twn corrected (uncorrected rxy)/.,/lrxxHryy)
3-Corre1at1on co fficients. are presentedm1thout c1ma] pomts corre1..t1ons greater han 20 are statistmaﬂy, '
s1gmf1ca,nt./ - ) . ( . _ g o
¢ ’,_l-a, ) , . ) - . i ) ) ’ 4 27
.’ ~ . .‘ .‘ . 3 "“ v .; * . s - . . .
:tg_‘g_al, - %f / L\! ] - ( o '::‘ ‘{:/ - ‘e S __*‘_._._




VI.

- Self-Evaluations Evaluations Evaluatjons
BREADTH -OF COVERAGE :
Discusses other points of view 4.04 4.12 NS © e+ .19 %

- Contrasts implications 3.96 4,19 * 4,32
Discusses recent developments 4.30 4.16 NS + .27 **
Presents origins of ideas/concepts 4.04 4.11 NS + 721 *
ORGANIZATION
Explains clearly 3.95 3.99 NS» + 49 **
Is well prepared 4.36 4.24 NS + .42 **
Lectures easily outlined 3.58 3.69 NS + 44 **
Answers questions carevully 4.18 4.01 NS + ,05 NS -~
“GROUP INTERACTION
Encourages class discussions 4.1 4.07 NS + 47 **

. Invites sharing of knowledge/ideas 3.76 3.95 NS ° + 47 **

« Invites criticism of own ideas 3.94 3.72 NS + ,23 *
Knows when students confused ’ 3.80 3.54 * + .19 *
INDIVIDUAL RAPPORT .

.Has interest in students 4.74 4.17 ** + .20 *
Is friendly to students 4.52 4.39 NS + .21 %
Is accessible out of class 4.06 4.11 NS + .50 **
INSTRUCTOR ENTHUSIASM
Is dynamic and energetic ) 4.17 3.95 * + .28 **
Has interesting presentation style 3.82 3.78 NS + .35 **.
Erjoys teaching 4.26 4,49 ** + .46 **
Is enthusiastic about subject 4.60 4.45 NS .+ .26 **
Enhances presentations with humor 3.64 3.81 NS + 4] **
OVERALL COURSE RATING 4.08 4.07 NS ¥ ,3] **
LEARNING ) .

Course intellectually demanding - 4.23 4.07 NS + .23 *
You learned something valuable 4.1 4.23 NS + .29 *
OVERALL COURSE RATING 3.79 3.82 NS + .32 *
(Median of 24 items) (4.07 4.07 ) (+ .30 )

_ weighted average of z-scores, have a meaa of 0.0 (or some other arbitraryAvalue).,A,Nid';

) ' ~ TABLE THREE .

v -

—-=. Agreement Batween Faéh]ty Self-Evaluations and
: Evaluations of Their Students
(=83 courses evaluated by both faculty and students)

RELATIVE -AGREEMENT
Correlation Between:-
Faculty and Student

ABSOLUTE AGREEMENT

Mean Faculty Mean Student

*p .05 **p .01

NS;Not Signficant

1- Two-tailed statistical tests were used in determining absolute agreement since it
was assummed that students' evaluations may be either higher or lower than faculty

self-evaluations.

One-tailed tests were used to test re
was assuied that correlations would only be positive.

lative agreement since it

2. The correlation between the 24 mean faculty responses and the 24 mean student

responses is .77 indicating good agreement on what teaching behaviors
less descriptive of faculty as a whole.

are more or

3- The correlations between faculty and student responses were not corrected for
unreliability which is substantial for faculty setf-evaluations.

z

4- Evaluation factor scores were not used in this apalysis since factors scores, a



‘TABLE FOUR . - I . .

DIFFERENCES IN EVALUATIONS OF COURSES IN FACULTY INDICATED
THEIR TEACHING WAS "MOST EFFECTIVE" AND "LESS EFFECTIVE"

. “ | (W=327 “most effective' and 32"less effective” courses)
ff“ - ’ ' Students' Evaluations ° Faculty Self- Evaluations- -
. Most Effective Less Effective Most Effective Less Effectivesz
Evaluation Factorsl Courses Courses Courses Courses
" ENTHUSIASH 105.3 96.9 ** e e |
GROUP INTERACTION 108.5  99.0 %+, 102.3 ° ' 99.0 NS -
‘ INDIVIDUAL RAPPORT ~ °  103.3 98,7 ** ©100.7 102,105
”'BREADTH OF COVERAGE 103.7 - 66.2 ** 100.2 - fanz s
VALUE/LEARNING | Jo2.6 98.2 * 1047 , 5‘27:23**' ‘
(ORGANIZATION —  103.2 98.9%*  101.6" | 9.9 %"
OVERALL INSTRUCTOR  4.24 . | 3.98 %% . 4.21- ~§3 .97 ¥
OVERALL COURSE 3.96 . C3 e 4.11 B Ny
p<.05; p<.01, NS--Not Significant - ’

1- Eva]uation factors the first six evaluation scores, were standardized (mean=100,
standard deviation-ls) for students and faculty separately. The two Overall Summary items
varied along a five-point scale ranging from "1-Among the WOr;t" to) "5-Among the Best"

2~ Statistica1 significance was determined by a one- tai]ed dependent t-test, since scores,
were predicted to be higher in the "most effective” courses on a prior basis.

3- Multivariate significance tests, Hote]ings 1- -Squared, indicated significant different-
iation between the two groups of courses with both the students' evaluations (Hotelling

*  T-Square = 33.2 ; F(8,24 )= 3.3, p<.01) and Facu1ty self evaluations (Hotelling T=Square
= 31.6 ; F(8,22 ) 2.9 p<.05). ‘

"4- Results presented in this table based upon only Faculty who rated themselves and were
rated by their students in twe undergraduate courses. A total of 64 courses, 32 pairs,
met this criteria. The remaining 19 courses were either paired with a graduate level
course, or'were.unpaired (i.e. Faculty rated only one course).
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TABLE FIVE

BACKGROUND/DEMOGRAPHIC DIFFERENCES BETWEEN "MOST

EFFECTIVE" AND "LESS EFFECTIVE" COURSES

i

(N=32 "most effective” & "less effective") -

C AL
AN

N »

AN

.1"' - 7 ‘ o : Most Effective . Less Effective
. R : : Courses, Courses -~
Background/Demographic Variable ! .
Nﬁ@bér of Times Instructor Had Taught Same 5.24 417 NS
“or Similar Course’ '
‘. .Faculty Impressions of Student Interest. in Subject 3.41 '3.17 NS
.at Start of the Course (1-Very Low...5-Very High) ‘
- Instructor's Self-Rating of "Grading Lenieﬁby" ¢ 3.57 3.57 NS
(1-Very Easy Grader...5-Very-Hard/Strict Grader) o
Class Average of Students' Expected Grade 3.33 3.27 NS
(0-F....4-A) _ .
Avefage of Students' GPA (1-Below 2.4, 2-2.4 2-2.4 to 2.9 3.46- 3.42 NS
3-2.9 to 3.37, 4-3.37 to 3.7, _5-Above 3.7) \
Percentage of Upper Division Students in Class 60% 50% NS
- Percentage of Students Majoring in Division 599 48% NS -
Percentage of Studetns Taking Course to "Fulfill 51% 46% NS
a Major Requirment" oo
) Course Level (1-Lower Division, 2-Upper Division) 1.66 *

>

* 013 *p .05 NS-Not Significant

°

l:Statistiéal significance was tested with two-tailed dependent t-tests since there was

&

1.84

no apriori basis for predicting the direction of the differences

2-Multivariate significance, Hotelings T-Square,

£

indicated that assessing all 10 variables

simultaneously, the differences between the two ?roups of courses,was not statistically

significant (Hotelling T-Square= 17:6; F(10,20

$

= 1.21 p>.05)




